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Figure I.-Map of Utah, showing location of barley tests 
(In Cooperation with the Division of Cereal Crops and Diseases, Bureau of Plant 
Industry, United States Department of Agriculture) 
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Barley Varietal Tests in' Utah 1 
R. W. WOODWARD and D. C. TINGEy2 
INTRODUCTION 
In 1929 approximately one-fourth of the farmers of Utah were growing 
barley, with an average of 6.3 acres to the farm. Cache, Sanpete, Sevier, and 
Utah Counties each produced over 100,000 bushels. According to the United 
States Fifteenth Census Report (1930), Davis, Millard, Morgan, Rich, Salt 
Lake, and Weber Counties each produced from 40,000 to 70,000 bushels. In 
Table 1 is listed the total average production in bushels and the percentage 
of farms growing barley for each county; Table 2 indicates the acreage, acre-
yield, production, average farm price, and farm value of barley from 1924-34, 
inclusive. 
Table I-Average acreage, production (bus.), percentage of farms growing 
barley, and average acreage per ' farm devoted to barley in each 
county, Utah, 19291 
County I Acreage 
Beaver 
- -_ •• • p_ ••• •• _- - - -- - 443 
Boxelder 
-.-- -- ----------
5,197 
Cache 
---- --- -------.---- -
4,399 
Carbon 
-----.--- ------ ---
180 
Daggett 
---- .-----------
178 
Davis 
------------- ---------
1,309 
Duchesne 
-- --._- ------- 1,050 
Emery 
-- -- --------- ----- --
617 
Garfield 
-- --- ---- ----.----
860 
Grand 
---- --- -------------
20 
Iron 
-----.------------------
361 
Juab 
------------------- ---
640 
Kane 
---------------------- --------
Millard 
-----------------. 
1,497 
Morgan 
----_.------------
958 
Piute 
------ ---- ---------- --
395 
Rich 
----- -- -----------------
1,004 
Salt Lake 
------._ ._ --- - 1,632 
San Juan 
--- --- --------
704 
Sanpete 
---- -- ----- -- -- ---
2,797 
Sevier _ __ ____ ______ _ __ _ __ w 2,888 
Summit .--- --- ...... .. ... 1,084 
Tooele .... _ ....... -.. -- .. .. 780 
Uintah e . ____ _ ._ . __ . _ ._. ___ 1,047 
Utah ............. : ... ....... 3,600 
Wasatch 
-----.- --- _. _--- 805 
Washington 
--- ----_.- 613 
Wayne 
---- --- ------ -_._-- -
1,080 
Weber 
---_._-- ---- -- _._--- 1,931 
STATE .................. I 38,069 
I 
I 
Percentage I 
Production Farmers Grow-
(bus.) ing Barley 
14,836 23 
190,853 30 
147,171 25 
6,417 10 
7,574 37 
47,756 18 
33,705 24 
19,615 15 
25,461 17 
600 6 
11,454 13 
23,178 22 
------ --- --- ----
46,319 16 
47,528 
I 
62 
16,995 29 
41,742 30 
70,021 11 
20,653 8 
118,233 27 
151,981 43 
35,916 33 
24,426 24 
38,088 22 
161,031 20 
31,452 32 
17,088 15 
35,666 40 
67,262 24 
I 1,453,021 22.2 
IData based on U. S. Census Report, 1930. 
I 
I 
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Table 2-Acreage, production (bus.), .and average acre-yield, farm price, and 
farm value of barley, Utah, 1924-34, inclusive1 
I I Avg. Acre-I Production I Avg. Farm I Total Farm Year Acreage yield (bus.) (bus.) (Price ($) Value ($) 
1924 I 24,000 39 I 936,000 0.83 776,880 1925 18,000 43 774,000 0.93 719,820 
1926 I 20,000 40 I 800,000 0.70 560,000 1927 I 3'0,000 47 1,410,000 0.81 1,142,100 
1928 I 34,000 40 1,360,000 0.83 1,128,800 1929 38,000 38 1,452,000 0.78 1,132,560 
1930 I 42,000 43 1,806,000 0.63 I 1,137,780 
1931 I 38,000 32 1,216,000 0.49 I 
595,840 
1932 44,000 39 1,716,000 0.44 755,040 
1933 I 37,000 31 1,147,000 0.37 424,390 
1934 I 28,000 20 560,000 0.532 I 296,800 
Avg. 32,091 37 1,197,909 0.67 788,183 
' Data taken from Yearbooks of U. S. Depart ment of Agriculture for specified year s . 
210-month period-January to October, inclusive. 
CLIMATE AND TOPOGRAPHY OF AREAS WHERE VARIETIES 
WERE TESTED 
Barley is grown from the semi-tropical regions of St. George to the high 
mountain valleys where light frosts frequently occur during the growing 
season. Table 3 indicates the elevation, the number of frost-free days, and 
the mean temperatures for each location where tests were made. 
Elevation is not always a true index to the length of the growing season 
or to the mean temperature. Monticello (San Juan County) has an eleva-
tion of 7,000 feet, wi~h an average frost-free period of 127 days.. This 
frost-free period is equal to that of West Murray (Salt Lake County), with 
an elevation of 4,400 feet, and is considerably longer than the frost-free 
period of Coalville (Summit County) and Panguitch (Garfield County), 
both having elevations nearly equal to that of San Juan. Rainfall data were 
not included, since practically all barley is grown under irrigation. A 40-
year average rainfall record for Utah is slightly over 13 inches. Precipitation 
varies greatly from year to year and between localities. 
Table 3-Elevation and climatological data for each location where tests were 
conducted 1931-33 inclusive , t 
Mean Temp. 
Frost- ( OF.) for Grow-
County Locality Elevation f r ee ing Season 
Days (Apr. to Sept., 
inc!.) 
Salt Lake West Murray 4400 I 127 I 64.0 
Utah American Fork 4700 I 132 64.2 
Carbon Price 5500 I 126 61.6 
Boxelder Garland 4500 I 129 63.9 
Uintah Ft. Duchesne 4900 I 131 61.0 Iron Cedar City 5900 121 63.2 
Davis Farmington 4500 143 63.0 
Sevier , Richfield 5400 109 60.8 
Washington Enterprise 5400 1 1 
---- -- --- ---
Millard Delta 4500 118 I 62.3 Sanpete Ephraim 5600 I 116 59.8 
Cache Logan 4500 I 142 61.7 
Garfield Panguitch 6700 I 87 56.1 
Summit Coalville 6500 I 65 56.1 San Juan Monticello 7000 127 57.4 
' Data mcomplete. 
BARLEY VARIETAL TESTS I N U TAH 5 
METHODS AND MATERIALS 
Since 1927 many barley varieties and strains have been tested for yield 
and other characters at the Greenville Experimental Farm (North Logan). 
From these tests it was evident that some varieties were higher yielders than 
others. However, before recommending new var ieties, it was thought ad-
visable to determine their adaptability in other sections of the s~ate . . In 1931 
six of the most promising varieties, as shown by these tests, were selected 
and made a part of a uniform county cereal varietal study. Leading varieties 
of wheat and oats were also tested; these were sown adjacent to the barley 
in various fields. This test was planned for a comparison of varieties within 
a crop, as well as for a comparison of one cereal crop with another. A sta-
tistical analysis was made both of results and difference in yield necessary 
for one var iety to be significantly different from another, with a probability 
of 0.05. 
Crops were grown by farmers or by Station men in charge of substa-
tions. Yields for reporting counties are considerably higher than the average 
although not essentially higher than yields obtained by individual farmers. 
All county cereal varietal tests were conducted on irrigated land, except in 
San Juan County where the test was conducted on a dry-farm. 
Varieties were seeded with a Columbia single-row drill or by hand at the 
rate of 100 pounds of seed per acre. Each variety was replicated in each field 
six times and arranged in the order of a Latin square, after Fisher. Plats 
consisted of three rows, 17 feet long and 1 foot apart. At harvest only 16 feet 
of the center rows was cut, from which yield data were secured. To eliminate 
the border effect, 6 inches from each end of the central row was discarded. 
Except for one lot of material, which was threshed in the nursery thresher 
at the Nephi Dry-farm Substation, the grai:q was bagged when ripe and 
shipped to Logan for threshing. 
In 1934 the county tests were modified to some extent; Trebi was con-
tinued and seven other varieties and strains which had shown promise at 
Logan added. Tests were similar to those in preceding years, except that the 
number of replications was reduced from six to four; this was done because 
of the increased number of varieties. 
EARL Y INVESTIGATIONS, GREENVILLE EXPERIMENTAL FARM 
Barley-improvement investigations previous to 1929 consisted of testing 
numerous introduced str ains. Each year the mor e undesirable strains were 
discarded, while new strains from other experiment stations and from t he 
Cereal Division of the United States Department of Agriculture were added. 
In 1929 breeding work was begun at the Greenville Experimental Farm with 
the idea of combining stiff straw, smooth awns, and high yield. A number of 
new strains developed were tested for the first time in 1934. While some of 
these strains offer promise, further testing is necessary before recommenda-
tions can be made. 
The yield of some of the leading varieties grown at Greenville for an 
eight-year period are indicated in Table 4. It is evident that none of these 
barleys is superior in yield to Trebi. Sacramento and Atlas appeared equal t o 
Trebi and were included in the first county tests. Colorado 3192 was included 
as it was a semi-smooth awned type, while Colsess was added because it 
was a hooded, stiff -stra wed type. 
Table ~-Barley yields, at the Greenville Experimental Farm, Logan, Utah, 1927-34, inclusive 
Acre-yield (bus.) 
Variety C.1. 
I I I I I I I I Average No. 1927 1928 1929 1930 1931 1932 1933 1934 5-year I 8-year 1930-34 1927-34 
I I I Trebi .. ............ 936 87.9 87.9 63.3 88.1 I 63.9 47.5 87.7 102.4 77.9 I 
78.6 
Atlas .............. 4118 92.4 89.4 59.0 91.2 66.0 33.3 78.7 116.4 77.1 78.3 
Colo. 3063 ...... ........ 80.9 84.5 63.3 96.6 69.5 41.0 70.3 91.9 73.9 74.8 
Colo. 3192 ...... .......... 88.0 88.5 52.0 89.0 59.9 41.3 84.7 92.0 73.4 74.4 
Coast .............. 690 81.7 88.4 59.2 63.6 62.5 38.0 76.4 107.7 69.6 72.2 
Colsess ....... ... 2792 75.6 71.3 62.2 66.6 66.4 31.1 72.1 74.3 62.1 65.0 
Sacramento .. I I 4108 --._ .- ._-- .... . ...... 111.0 I 59.8 53.3 66.5 109.0 79.9 .-_ .. .o. I I I I 
- -
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HISTORY OF VARIETIES 
The original importation from which Trebi was later selected was brought 
into the United States in 1905 from Samsun in Asiatic Turkey on the Black 
Sea. A number of selections were made, one of which was called Trebi. This 
selection, C.V 936, is a pure-line selection made in 1907 in the breeding ex-
periments conducted cooperatively by the Division of Cereal Crops and 
Diseases and the Minnesota Agricultural Experiment Station. It is a six-
rowed barley with serrated awns and appears especially well-adapted to irri-
gated areas of Utah and southern Idaho. 
Coast, one of the most common varieties grown in Western United 
States, was formerly important in Utah but has now been replaced largely 
by Trebi. It is a six-rowed barley V'!lriety of North African origin. The 
awns are rough, but the straw is somewhat stronger than that of Trebi. 
Atlas (C.L 4118), field selection, 276-B, was made by Harlan and Adams 
from "Common Coast" barley in commercial fields in the Sacramento and ad-
joining valleys in ,the summer: of 1927. This was one of 366 selections 
made during that summer and was tested both at Chico and at Davis for a 
number of years. It is now widely grown commercially in California. In 
Utah, Atlas matures somewhat earlier than Trebi. 
Sacramento (C.L 4198) is one of the several Cape Coast hybrids made by 
Mackie. It was tested, in field plats at Davis, California, from 1923 to 1926, 
inclusive, and has shown considerable promise both in California and in 
Arizona. It is a six-rowed club type with relatively short but stiff straw. 
When seeded early in the season of 1934, Sacramento was practically as tall as 
Trebi or Atlas. ' 
Colsess (C.L 2792) is a hooded six-rowed barley of hybrid origin. It 
was produced from a cross between Coast and Success or Beardless, made at 
the Colorado Agricultural Experiment Station in 1911 by Frear. Colsess was 
isolated as the highest yielding strain from 750 of the hooded strains tested 
previous to 1920. This variety has yielded favorably at some of the high 
elevations ib Colorado. It has good stiff straw as compared with Trebi. 
Colorado 3192 resulted from a cross between Moister and Coast made at 
the Colorado Agricultural Experiment Station in 1921. It was introduced 
along with several other sister strains in 1926 before data from Colorado were 
available as to its yield and adaptation. It is a six-rowed, semi-smooth awnp.d 
variety, with rather weak straw. 
PLAT TESTS 
In 1932 five of the barleys chosen for county tests were seeded in 1/60th-
acre plats at the Greenville Experimental Farm. Each variety was repli-
cated three times in random order. Results of the plat tests are summarized 
in Table 5. In these tests Sacramento and Atlas gave a higher average 
yield than did Trebi. It should be noted that Trebi, Coast, and Colorado 3192 
lodge severely, resulting in considerable loss in harvesting, which may 
account for yield differences under these conditions. 
3C. 1. refer s to accession number of Division of Cereal Crops and Diseases . 
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Table 5-Barley varieties grown on 1/60th-acre plats, Greenville Experiment-
al Farm, Logan, Utah, 1932-34, inclusive 
(Three replications of each variety) 
I I 
Acre-yield (bus.) by Year 
Variety C.l. 1932 I 1933 I 1934 · Il~~::~e 
Sacramento 
-.-- .... _--------------
I 
4108 70.0 49.7 112.0 
I 
77.2 
Atlas 
------------_ .. ----------.. -------
4118 58.2 62.4 97.2 72.6 
Trebi 
----------------------.-----------
936 59.4 50.8 91.0 67.1 
Coast 
------_ .. ------- .. --- .... _----------
I 
690 49.7 59.6 91.0 I 66.8 Colorado 3192 ------------------ -------- 46.4 55.3 77.8 59.8 
Slg. DIfferencel .............. I ........ I 3.3 9.7 44.7 23.2 
lDifference in bushels per acre necessary for one variety to be statistically significant 
from another, with a probability of 0.05. 
INDIVIDUAL COUNTY TESTS 
Yield data for statewide tests are shown by counties in Tables 6, 7, 
and 8, for each year of the test. Individual yields represent an average 
of the six replications. A statistical analysis was made of the data by in-
dividual years, as well as the three-year average (Table 6), the two-year 
(Table 7), and the one-year average (Table 8). 
Table 6-Barley yields, by years, for each county and three-year average, 
with difference in bushels necessary to be significant 
Variety 
Acre-yield (bus.) by Years I 3-year 
---:-19=-:3::-:1--=--'I--'1=-=9-::-32::-'--=OI--=1-=-9-=-33=--- Average 
Cache County 
Trebi ..................................... . 63.9 47.5 87.7 66.4 
Colorado 3192 .......... _ ........... . 60.0 41.3 84.7 62.0 
Coast ..................................... . 62.5 41.3 76.4 60.1 
Atlas ........... ................... ....... . 66.0 33.3 78.7 59.3 
Colsess ................................. . 66.4 31.1 72.1 56.5 
Sacramento ..... .................... . 60.0 38.0 66.5 54.8 
Average .......... ........ ..... . 63.1 38.8 77.7 59.9 
Sig. Dif.1 ..... ........... ....... . 11.1 14.1 9.0 8.4 
Carbon County 
Trebi ..................................... . 74.7 101.9 90.9 89.2 
Atlas ....... ...... ........................ . 60.5 97.3 77.3 78.4 
Coast ................ ..................... . 65.0 91.9 74.0 77.0 
Colorado 3192 .......... _ ........... . 67.7 86.4 71.5 75.2 
Sacramento ..................... .... . 61.0 85.4 67.5 71.3 
Colsess ...... ......... .................. . 62.7 71.9 69.8 68.1 
Average ....................... . 65.3 89.1 75.2 76.5 
Sig. Dif ........................ . 9.8 19.2 13.8 8.2 
Millard County 
Trebi ..................................... . 79.9 90.8 62.9 77.9 
Sacramento .. ..................... .. . 72.7 76.1 54.9 67.9 
Coast ..................................... . 59.5 67.8 66.0 64.4 
Colorado 3192 ....................... . 63.2 85.0 44.1 64.1 
Atlas .............. .................... ... . 59.9 83.5 41.8 61.7 
Colsess ............ ..... : ............... . 49.3 65.3 41.9 52.2 
Average ....................... . 64.1 78.1 51.9 64.7 
Sig. Dif . ......................... . 28.6 13.6 10.2 10.8 
lDifference in bushels per acre necessary for one variety to be statistically significant from 
another, with a probability of 0.05. 
BARLEY VARIETAL TESTS IN UTAH 
Variety 
Sacramento .... .... ...... ........... . 
Trebi ............................. ........ . 
Atlas ... ........................ .......... . 
Colorado 3192 ........ ........ ...... . . 
Coast ........ ........ ............. ........ . 
Colsess .......... .......... .. ...... ..... . 
Average ................ .... ... . 
Sig. Dif ......... ... ....... ..... . 
Atlas ........ ........... ...... ....... ..... . 
Trebi ............... ... ................... . 
Colorado 3192 .... ......... .......... . 
Coast ............... ... ...... ........... .. . 
Sacramento ..... ...... .... ...... .... . 
Colsess ... : ..... ... .... ..... ... .... ..... . 
Average ....................... . 
Sig. Dif . .. ... ...... .......... ... . . 
Trebi .......... ... ..................... ... . 
Atlas ..... .......... ...................... . 
Colorado 3192 ......... ..... .. ... .. .. . 
Coast .... .. ....... ..... .......... ... ...... . 
Sacramento ........ ..... ......... ..... . 
Colsess ... ...... ... ....... .............. . 
Average .......... ............ . . 
Sig. Dif . .... .. ........ ..... .... . 
Atlas ..... ........ ......... ............... . 
Sacramento ... ........... ...... ..... . 
Colorado 3192 ..... ............. .. ... . 
Coast ................... ........... ... .... . 
Trebi ..... ...... .... .... ........... ....... . 
Colsess .......... ........ .... .... ....... . 
Average ... .. .... ........ .. : ... . 
Sig. Dif .... ..... .... ........... . 
Acre-yield (bus.) by Years I 3-year 
--1:-:-9-=-3-1 ~-;-I ---'-1-::-930"":2~-1C-------:-:19::-::3:-:::-3-- Average 
Salt Lake County 
117.5 I 102.0 
110.0 . 103.2 
110.2 101.7 
111.0 86.9 
106.2 97.7 
81.0 76.5 
106.0 94.7 
14.2 15.0 
Sanpete County 
84.7 101.7 
88.5 96.0 
64.5 107.4 
69.0 101.7 , 
68.0 90.4 
50.2 93.9 
70.8 98.5 
23.2 11.7 
Uintah County 
141.5 127.0 
116.4 144.5 
121.9 135.7 
125.5 125.7 
85.1 124.0 
104.6 114.9 
115.8 128.6 
11.2 20.2 
Utah County 
97.2 58.5 
87.4 58.8 
90.4 57.5 
86.5 55.0 
83.9 58.1 
53.5 49.8 
83.2 56.0 
15.6 10.7 
80.7 
76.6 
74.6 
81.7 
70.5 
68.5 
75.4 
9.6 
107.3 
96.3 
95.2 
83.8 
94.8 
89.3 
94.5 
9.0 
115.0 
108.4 
98.3 
95.9 
108.7 
97.3 
103.9 
21.1 
62.3 
65.4 
60.5 
62.9 
60.8 
55.3 
61.2 
9.6 
100.1 
96.6 
95.5 
93.2 
91.5 
75.3 
92.0 
7.2 
97.9 
93.6 
89.0 
84.8 
84.4 
77.8 
87.9 
8.8 
127.8 
123.1 
118.6 
115.7 
105.9 
105.6 
116.1 
10.0 
72.7 
70.5 
69.5 
68.1 
67.6 
52.9 
66.8 
7.0 
9 
Table 7-Barley yields for years, for each county and two- or three-year av-
erage, with difference in bushels necessary to be significant 
Acre-yield (bus.) by Years I 2-year 
Variety 1931 I 1932 I 1933 I Average 
Boxelder County 
Trebi ...... .......... .... ......... ....... 109.9 
Coast ....... .......... ... ................ 99.3 
Atlas ........................ ............ 99.8 
Sacramento ....... ................. 103.9 
Colorado 3192 ................ .... 91.4 
Colsess ................ ............... . 79.0 
Average .... ......... ... ...... +----:-:90"":7=-.2=---
Sig. Dif.l ... ................. 15.2 
Damaged 
by 
hail 
100.6 
102.5 
98.8 
94.4 
93.2 
77.4 
94.5 
10.8 
105.3 
100.9 
99.8 
99.2 
92.3 
78.2 
95.9 
9.0 
lDifference in bushels per acre necessary for one variety to be statistically significant from 
another,with a probability of .05. 
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Variety 
Trebi ..................................... . 
Sacramento ......................... . 
Atlas .... ................................. . 
Coast .......... ........................... . 
Colsess ................................. . 
Colorado 3192 ................ ..... . 
Average ....................... . 
Sig. Dif . .. ..................... . 
Sacramento ............ ........ ..... . 
Trebi ................. .................... . 
Atlas ..................... ......... ....... . 
Coast .............. ............ ........... ~ 
Colsess ............................ .. ... . 
Colorado 3192 .................. ..... . 
Average 
Sig. Dif. 
Trebi ..................................... . 
Atlas ..................................... . 
Sacramento ........ ................. . 
Colsess ....................... .......... . 
Coast ..................................... . 
Colorado 3192 ....................... . 
Average ......................... . 
Sig. Dif .......................... . 
. Acre-yield (bus.) by Years 
1931 I 1932 I 1933 
Garfield County 
Iron County 
109.7 
91.2 
74.9 
78.4 
80.0 
83.7 
86.3 
9.6 
80.8 
89.3 
81.4 
74.8 
71.0 
73.0 
78.4 
12.3 
Washington County 
92.4 
85.8 
70.6 
76.8 
71.3 
73.0 
78.3 
21.5 . \ 
91.8 
102.3 
112.4 
107.4 
99.6 
91.7 
100.9 
15.2 
125.2 
112.2 
113.2 
98.2 
93.9 
95.9 
106.4 
18.1 
55.1 
38.5 
45.5 
38.0 
42.8 
29.6 
41.6 
15.4 
Average 
2-year 
100.8 
96.8 
93.7 
92.9 
89.8 
87.7 
93.6 
8.6 
103.0 
100.0 
97.3 
86.5 
82.5 
84.5 
92.4 
7.0 
73.8 
62.2 
58.1 
57.4 
57.1 
51.3 
60.0 
12.6 
Table 8-Individual county barley yields (bus. per acre) for 1 year 
Acre-yield (bus.) by County and Year 
I Average Variety C.l. Davis 
\ 
Sevier I San Juan I Summit 
No. 1931 1931 1932 1933 
Sacramento 4108 87.4 85.8 24.9 65.4 65.9 
Coast 690 91.0 82.9 22.8 59.6 64.1 
Trebi 936 82.6 93.3 23.8 56.0 63 ,9 
Colsess ._-----. 2792 80.3 78.6 23.3 52.1 58.6 
Colo. 3192 .. .. 73.3 85.7 20.6 45.4 56.3 
Atla's 
------ ---- --
4118 59.2 93.2 17.1 55.0 56.1 
Average 
------
79.0 86.6 22 .1 55.6 60.8 
Sig. Dif.1 ...... 15.9 19.6 2.9 12.1 6.8 
lDifference in bushels per acre necessary for one variety to be statistically significant from 
another, with a probability of 0.05. 
BARLEY VARIETAL TESTS IN UTAH 11 
In individual county yields Trebi ranks first in nine, second in three, 
third in two, and tied for fourth in one county. In Carbon, Millard, and 
Washington Counties the yield for Trebi was significantly higher than for 
the other varieties. Except for Salt Lake and Sanpete Counties, all other 
counties showed Trebi with a higher yield where two or more years' data were 
available, but with no statistical significant difference. Atlas led consistently 
in Sanpete, while Sacramento excelled by a slight margin in Salt Lake 
County. In no case were yields statistically significantly different from Trebi. 
A summary of yields for all counties is indicated in Table 9. Included are 
elevation and climatological data for each l~cality where tests were con-
ducted. The annual yields by county have been converted into percentages, 
with Trebi taken as a base and equal to 100. A summary of the results of 
this analysis is also shown in Table 9. It is apparent from the three-year 
average that Trebi yielded 7 per cent higher than any tther variety. In 
actual acre-yield, Trebi averaged 5 bushels higher than any of the other 
varieties; a difference of 4.1 bushels is significant, with P=0.05. 
Table 9-Acre-yield (bus.), relative acre-yield, and weighted average yield 
for varieties of barley grown in fifteen Utah counties 
(3-year Average, 1931-33, inclusive) 
County I 
Acre-yield (bus.) Variety Grown I 
I I I 
sacra-I Colo. I County 
Trebi Coast Atlas mento 3192 Colsess Avg. 
Uintah ................. . 128 
Boxelder1 •••...•••••••• 105 
Garfield w· ....... ________ 101 
Salt Lake 
----_ .. _.---- 97 
Sanpete ................ 94 
Sevier2 .................. 93 
Davis2 
----- .. ---_ .. _------
83 
Carbon 
---------- --- ---
89 
Iron1 
--------- .. -.------ .. - 83 
Utah 
----- -- .. -----------. I 68 Millard . - .. - .. oO .. _----- -- .. 78 
Washington1 ; 74 
Cache ....... ............. 66 
Summit2 56 
San J uan2 ............ 24 
Average (bus. per acre) 3 
General 83 
Weighted4 •• •• 86 
Relative Yield .... 
(% Trebi) .... 100 
ITwo-year average. 
2()ne-year average only. 
116 123 106 119 106 
101 99 99 92 78 
93 94 97 88 90 
92 96 100 93 75 
85 98 84 89 78 
83 93 86 86 79 
91 59 87 73 80 
77 78 71 75 68 
71 74 78 66 70 
68 73 70 70 53 
64 62 68 64 52 
57 62 58 51 57 
60 59 55 62 57 
60 55 65 45 52 
23 17 25 21 23 
76 76 77 73 68 
79 81 79 77 69 
~ 
92 92 93 88 82 
SA difference of 4.1 bushels per acre is statistically significant, with P=O.06. 
116 
96 
94 
92 
88 
87 
79 
76 
74 
67 
65 
60 
60 
56 
22 
... ------
_ .. _-----
.. --_ .. ---
·Weighted average was obtained by adding individual yields for each of the three 
years and by dividing by the total number (years and tests). 
1934 TESTS 
Results of the three-year county test showed that none of the varieties 
yielded as well as Trebi. From the material tested at Logan (Greenville 
Experimental Farm) a few of the better strains were selected for further 
county investigations. Yields of varieties previously tested, together with 
strains chosen for the 11934 test, are included in Table 10. Yields are shown 
for the period from 1931 to 1934? inclusive? with either three-" or four-year 
avera~es. 
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Table 10-Yields of barleys grown at Greenville Experimental Farm, Logan, 
Utah, 1931-34, inclusive 
I 
I 
Acre-yield (bus.) by County 
I Average Variety C.L I I I I No. 1931 1932 1933 1934 4-year 1 3-year 
Bearded Sel. 
I 
5289 ... ... -.... . 69.9 I 96.5 10'1.0' ... ... -. 89.1 Algerian ___ ___ 1179 60'.8 49.3 95.5 99.7 76.3 81.5 
Trebi 936 63.9 47.5 87.7 10'2.4 75.4 79.2 
Rhodesia __ ____ I 3339 61.1 45.4 98.9 90'.3 73.9 78.2 Sacramento 410'8 59.8 . 53.3 66.5 10'9.0' 72.2 76.3 Atlas 
----- ----- -. 
4118 66.0 33.3 78.7 116.4 73.6 76.1 Coast ___ ____ ____ _ 690' 62.5 38.0' 76.4 10'7.7 71.2 \ 74.0' 
Hooded Sel. 5283 
--- ... 53.0' 75.8 91.4 .-- --- 1 73.4 Colo. 3192 ____ 
--_ .. "' '''. 59.9 41.3 84.7 92.0' 69.5 \ 72.7 Colo. 30'63 ___ _ \ -_ .... __ .. 69.5 41.0' 70'.3 91.9 68.2 I 67.7 Hooded SeJ. I 5439 ------ 41.5 75.8 77.5 -_ ._-- 64.9 Colsess 2792 66.4 31.1 72.1 74.3 70'.0' I 59.2 Utah Winter 1 ..... -... .. ......... ......... _ ...... 1 -_ .. .... - 111.2 ........... ... ... 
In 1934 Trebi and ..seven new strains were included in the county test, 
summary of the results being given in Table 11. From the fir st year's data, 
C.L 5289, a strain produced by Harlan3 from a composite cross, showed con-
siderable promise. Two new awnless or hooded varieties, produced in like 
manner by him, gave satisfactory yields for hooded barleys. Utah Winter, 
also known as Winter Club, is the result of head selections made from a field 
of barley in Utah County. This selection was made by the authors and multi-
plied for testing and breeding purposes. Colorado 30'63, a smooth-awned type, 
offers some promise both as a var iety and as parental material for use in 
breeding work because of its smooth awns and its relatively stiff straw. 
Fur ther testing of these new strains is necessary before recommendations 
can be made. 
Table ll-Uniform varietal tests of barley, by county, Utah, 1934 
II~!:I Acre-yield (bus.) by County Variety I 1- Box- I Salt I II State Cache Uintah elder Lake Sevier Avg. C_1. 5289 ___ ___ ____ 15289 10'1.0' 114.5 1 125.4 89.2 10'7.5 10'7.5 Trebi __ _____ _____ __ __ 936 10'2.4 10'7.2 110'.5 73.5 10'6.5 10'0'.0' C.1. 5283 _______ ___ 5283 91.4 89.5 10'5.7 93.0' 10'7.9 97.5 C.L 1179 __ ___ _____ 1179 99.7 89.5 10'2.7 80'.4 110'.5 96.6 
Utah Winter __ 1 ... _ ....... .. 111.2 94.3 113.7 60'.8 93.3 94.7 C.1. 3339 _____ _____ 3339 90'.3 89.2 95.8 95.8 88.9 92.0' 
Colo. 30'63 ________ 91.9 81.0' 86.5 84.8 111.2 91.1 C.1. 5439 __ __ ______ \ 5439 77.5 84.9 84.9 69.6 98.7 83.1 
County Avg. __ 11 __ ____ __ 11 95:1 93.8 10'3.2 80'.9 10'3.1 II 97.3 
SUMMARY 
Approximately 25 per cent of the farmers of this state grow barley. 
Trebi, the standard variety now being grown, has shown its superior yielding 
ability in various parts of the state. 
It appears undesirable at the present time to grow varieties other than 
Trebi on the irrigated lands of Utah where barley is grown as a feed. 
SH. V. Harlan, Principal Agronomist, in charge Barley Investigations, Bureau of Plant 
Industry, U_ S_ l>epartment of Agriculture_ 
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